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Remarks 

Claims 21-37 are pending in the application. Claims 21-29 and 35-37 were 
rejected and claims 30-34 were allowed. By this Amendment, claims 21-26, and 30-37 have 
been amended. Reconsideration of the claims is respectfully requested. No new matter has 
been added. ( 

Objection to the Claims 

Claim 21 has been amended to correct minor informalities as recommended by 
the Examiner. As a result, this objection is believed to be cured. 

Rejection Under 35 U,S,C. §112 

Claims 26-29 were rejected under 35 U.S. C. § 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the enablement requirement. Applicants have amended claim 26 to eliminate 
language that the Examiner stated was not described in the specification. As a result, the 
rejection is believed to be cured. 

Claims 35-37 were rejected imder 35 U. S . C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. In the Office Action, the Examiner stated that it was imclear as to what stmcture 
the key and slot combination is attached. Applicants have amended claim 35 to recite 
appropriate attachment stmctures. As a result, this rejection is believed to be cured. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 21-25 were rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 2,879,866 issued to Newell (hereinafter "Newell '866") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5,839,550 issued to Redgrave et al. (hereinafter "Redgrave '550"). Applicants respectfully 
believe that a prima facie case has not been established for this rejection. Claim 21 requires 
"a plurality of fasteners for securing the brake plate to the brake shoe." The plurality of 
fasteners includes "a preassembled fastener" that is inserted into a corresponding hole in the 
brake shoe. The balance of the plurality of fasteners "are inserted into the brake plate and the 
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brake shoe after the preassembled fastener aligns the key with the slot. " In the Office Action, 
the Examiner provided no reference that remotely disclosed or suggested a plurality of 
fasteners as claimed. Newell '866 only discloses an assemblage comprisiQg a "disposable rivet 
plate 1, molded composition brake shoe 21, and a plurality of rivets 17 molded therewith" 
(column4, lines 70-72). In other words, Newell '866 discloses only "preassembled" fasteners. 
Similarly, Redgrave '550 discloses a plurality of "permanently affixed" tabs and slots (column 
3, line 60). The odier fasteners 26 disclosed in Redgrave '550 attach a layer of friction 
material 26 to a table member 24. As such, these fasteners are not inserted into a brake plate 
and a brake shoe as required by claim 21 , let alone inserted after a preassembled fastener aligns 
a key with a slot as required by claim 21 . 

Claim 21 also requires a "slot and key" that are "detached from each other. " 
In the Office Action, the Examiner admitted that Newell '866 did not disclose a key and a slot 
(see Office Action, page 3). Redgrave '550 does not cure the deficiencies of Newell '866. 
Redgrave ' 550 (Escioses web blanks 22 and 22' having a "plurSity of spaced apaSTta^^ 
(column 3, lines 26-29). The tabs 32 "are sized to fit within a series of rectangular apertures 
46 formed in a table 24" (coliimn 3, lines 40-41). The plurality of tabs and apertures are 
" permanentlv affixed " (column 3, line 60). More specifically, the tabs and apertures "are 
joined together to form a permanent attachment" by welding (column 4, lines 37-39). As a 
result, Redgrave '550 teaches away from the claim limitation that the key be detached from the 
slot when the backing plate is disposed proximate the brake shoe as required by claim 21. 

For these reasons, Applicants believe the rejection of claim 21 must be 
withdrawn. Since claims 22-25 depend on claim 21 , these claims are believed to be allowable 
for the same reasons. 

Even if a proper rejection for claim 21 could be established, a prima facie case 
has not been made for claim 23. Claim 23 requires a preassembled fastener that is "longer 
than the key to facilitate aligning the key relative to the slot. " In the Office Action, the 
Examiner's comments denoted as relating to claim 23 focused on rivets, which are not part of 
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this claim. Moreover, neither Newell *866 nor Redgrave *550 discloses or even remotely 
suggests apreassembled fastener as claimed. As a result, Applicants request that this rejection 
be withdrawn. 

Claims 26-29 and 35-37 were rejected under § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Newell '866 in view of Redgrave '550 and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,501,347 issued 
to Cemy et al. (hereinafter "Cemy '347"). Claim groups 26-29 and 35-37 are discussed 
separately below. 

A prima facie case has not been established for the rejection of claim 26. Claim 
26 recites "the brake lining having cut out portions exposing four comers of the brake plate, 
wherein each exposed comer of the brake plate has a hole for receiving one of the fasteners 
for fastening the brake plate to the brake shoe" . In the Office Action, the Examiner stated 
admitted that Newell '866 did not disclose a brake lining having cut-out portions (see Office 
Action, page 5). Neither Redgrave '550 nor Cemy '347 cures the deficiencies of Newell '866. 
In the Office Action, the Exanfiiner relied on Cemy '347 for support since Redgrave '550 does 
not disclose or remotely suggest a brake plate having any exposed comers, Cemy '347 
discloses a plurality of hexagonal sintered metal friction elements 20 "arranged in a nesting 
pattem" and "independendy mounted on the carrier plate" (column 2 , lines 37-44). As such, 
Cemy '347 does not disclose or remotely suggest a brake lining having cut out portions as 
required by claim 26. Moreover, contrary to the Examiner's argiraients, no drawing in Cemy 
'347 shows a brake plate having four exposed comers that each have a fastener-receiving hole. 
Instead, Cemy '347 discloses a disc brake pad 10 having an irregularly shaped steel back plate 
12 (colimm 2, lines 31>33 and Figures 1, 2, 4, and 7). The back plate 12 is attached to the 
carrier plate "at spaced points by rivets 18" (column 2, lines 35-37). However, Cemy '347 
does not disclose a plurality of rivets disposed at comers of the back plate 12 as required by 
claim 26. More specifically, there is absolutelv no disclosure of four comers, let alone four 
comers each having fastener-receiving holes as required by claim 26. For these reasons. 
Applicants believe that a prima facie case has not been established and request that this 
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rejection be withdrawn. Since claims 27-29 depend on claim 26, Applicants believe these 
claims are allowable for the same reasons. 

Applicants have amended claim 35 to more distinctly claim the present 
invention. Amended claim 35 recites a key that is "detached from die slot to facilitate 
installation and replacement of the brake plate. " In the Office Action, the Examiner stated 
admitted that Newell '866 lacked a specific showing of a key and slot (see Office Action, page 
3). Neither Redgrave '550 nor Cemy '347 cures the deficiencies of Newell '866. Cemy '347 
does not disclose or remotely suggest a key or slot. Redgrave '550 discloses web blanks 22 
and 22' having a "plurality of spaced apart tabs 32" (column 3, lines 26-29). The tabs 32 "are 
sized to fit within a series of rectangular apertures 46 formed in a table 24" (column 3, lines 
40-41). The plurahty of tabs and apertures " permanentlv affixed " (column 3, line 60). More 
specifically, the tabs and apertures "are joined together to form a permanent attachment" by 
welding (coliram 4, lines 37-39). As a result, Redgrave '550 teaches away from a key that is 
detached from a slot to facilitate installation and replacement. Consequently, the rejection of 
claim 35 is believed to be overcome. Since claims 36-37 depend on claim 35, these claims are 
believed to be allowable for the same reasons. 
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Conclusion 



Applicants have made a genuine effort to respond to the Examiner's objections 



and rejections in advancing the prosecution of this case. Apphcants beheve all formal and 
substantive requirements for patentability have been met and that this case is in condition for 
allowance, which action is respectfully requested. 
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